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Ideas for deciding on the scope
of a GA evaluation
From EH guidelines

Evaluation of the green architecture of the CAP
Strateqic Plans
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Zaha Hadid Style

Architecture?

The intentional
transformation of materials
and space into built form
that satisfies human needs,
responds to context, and
expresses aesthetic and
cultural values.
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What is the GA?

> All CSP interventions and other instruments (GAECs, definitions etc) designed
to address the environmental and climate objectives, e.g. Specific Objective
(SO) 4 (climate action), SO 5 (natural resources) and SO 6 (biodiversity)

Why evaluate the GA?

> Legal requirement to evaluate: MS required to evaluate all SOs that are addressed in their
CSP. Where relevant, MS also required to assess specific topics covered by the CSPs,
including the environmental and climate architecture (Art 2 Commission Regulation (EU)
2022/1475)

> GA one of the more prominent features of the last CAP reform

> SO4, SO5 and SO6 are frequently interlinked, as are the instruments contributing to them—
important to assess the impacts of the GA as a whole, and not only single elements (e.g.
one objective, or one instrument etc)
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revisiting the Intervention Logic

GA intervention logic template

> Intervention logic in the CSP = starting —
pOint for deCiding on Suite Of Environmental and

climate needs

instruments to be covered
> Section 3.1 of CSP (Overview of environmental

and climate architecture) syl ‘ g
> Complement with other parts of the CSP as

appropriate
> Revise taking into account changes that have o _'“:':"‘je'_‘,‘f

occurred to the CSP © Contal vestmerts ecvice. EMOLIM 45D VST

provision, efc. COOP, KNOW

» Consider the outcome sought from the
evaluation and decide on the evaluation

. ] ) - - 3
criteria to be assessed | outputs Results Impacts
eg. 0.8 Hectares benefitting e.9. R 14 Share of UAA under e.g. .19 Farmland Bird Index
from eco-schemes supported commitments to
~ reduce emissions
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 EH guidelines provide guidance on:

( How to assess the way in which the bundle of instruments used in \
combination address the environmental and climate objectives in their

entirety rather than on how to assess progress towards achieving a single
SO.

» How to assess the performance of the GA as a whole and simultaneous
examination of progress across various criteria and indicators, also
recognising that improvements in one area often generate co-benefits (or
Kpossible trade-offs) in another. /

» Allows for a holistic approach to a GA assessment.
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m SO Evaluation (SO 4/ SO 5/ SO 6) |GA Evaluation (Green Architecture)

CSP effects on one specific SO, based on All green elements of the CSP and their combined effects and

instruments programmed for that SO. interplay across SO4-SO6.
2. Scope of Includes only instruments programmed for Includes all instruments programmed for SO4-SO6.
instruments the SO in question.
3. Evaluation Effects related to one SO; limited visibility Focus on co-benefits, trade-offs, and interactions between GA
focus of cross-SO interactions. instruments and across SO 4-SO 6; system-level analysis.

4. Evaluation - At least effectiveness and efficiency - Effectiveness and efficiency: same approach as for a SO

criteria (based on CSP intervention logic and evaluation (existing SO analyses can serve as input).
(effectiveness, FoS guidance)

efficiency, - Differentiating element: in-depth coherence analysis,
coherence) - Coherence assessed within one SO. explaining why combined effects occur.

5. Timing and Conducted during implementation, and Conducted during implementation and may contribute to ex-
relationship to implemented according to national post assessment of GO2. May complement or replace SO
el ELE g evaluation plans; typically SO-specific. evaluations if impacts on each SO remain identifiable.
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Guidance focus on the assessment of three aspects:

Effects from interplay of instruments contributing to SO4, SO5
and SOG6 (effectiveness)

Why and how these effects occurred (coherence)

The extent to which these effects were obtained in a cost-
effective and simple manner (efficiency)



EQ1: To what extent has the bundle of instruments used under the"GA
contributed to the effectiveness of the CSP in relation to eacn of the spezific
environmental and climate objectives?

EQ2: To what extent has the bundle of insts’dmentsusez<tnder the GA

contributed to enhance the environmentaltand.sliriiate effectiveness of the CSP

compared to that of the previous programming period?

EQ3: To what extent and how have instruments forming part of the GA
complemented each other and worked in synergy to deliver on the CAP
environment and climate objectives? Were there trade-offs and/or.cverlaps?

EQ4: To what extent and how have non-GA instruments.sdpported or
hampered the GA in advancing the CAP environmerit and glimate objectives?

EQ5: To what extent and how has the immiementation-0t the GA contributed to
achieve the long term targets that derive. from-environmental and climate
instruments?

EQ6: To what extent is the implementation of the GA simple in terms of
administrative costs for beneficiaries and the administration?

EQ7: To what extent are the costs of GA implemeritation justified; given the
offacte it hae arhievved?

FoS 4.1.1 — 6.2.2 adapted to assess the success
of the mix of GA instruments deployed (instead of
CAP support in general).

Environmental impacts increased compared to
2014-22

GA instruments complemented each other to
deliver on the CAP environmental and climate
objectives

Non-GA instruments in CSP supported the GA to
deliver on the CAP environmental and climate
objectives

The implementation of the GA contributed to
achieve specific long term targets and objectives
that derive from environmental and climate
instruments

The administrative costs of delivering the GA,
both for beneficiaries and the administration, are
minimised

Implementation of the GA is cost-effective



Individual GA instruments — Resultindicator — '-\ Previous
Impact EQ1 EQ2 .
Individual GA instruments -— P - programming

indicators .
= : period
Individual GA instruments — Resultindicator — = ‘e

Coherence: internal and external factors resulting in synergies and complementarities

— Planned coherence —
~ CSPinstruments Instrument design

payment rates, planned expenditures
EU legislation supported farm practices
Other CSP —

N
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

|

. geographical targeting
Individual GA instruments
instruments
Individual GA National L . . |
instruments Other CSP legislation Coherence in practice
instruments Instrument uptake,
actual expenditures,
EQ3 EQ4 EQ5 etc.

Financial support paid to
¢ bsupfl::ort t‘O beneficiaries of the interventions
- enericiaries
Effectiveness of GA Non-compensated administrative
= costs for beneficiaries EQ6
Administrative costs
Total cost of GA (support to Administrative costs for the Q

beneficiaries +administrative costs) administration
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Individual GA instrument

PMEF Output, Result, Impact,

EQL

Individual GA instrument -

Individual GA instrument

Effectiveness: contribution to environmental and climate objectives

Optional other indicators
IT-E, IT-L,

EU

Effectiveness of GA

- - Total cost of GA (support to beneficiaries

+ administrative costs)

Planned coherence

Support to beneficiariess —s»

Administrative costs <

of the intervention

Non-compensated administrative
costs for beneficiaries

Administrative costs for the
administration

CY,

AT/DE/NL/FR
and CY

Financial support paid to beneficiaries

ol

EU legislation Instrument design, payment rates,
Other CSP planned expenditures, supported farm
Individual GA instrument I practices, geographical targeting
instrument Other CSP
Individual GA instrument National
instrument etc. gl ol L Coherence in practice
ete. Instrument uptake, actual expenditures,
Q3 EQ4 EQ5+- -
CY, EUx2, IT-E
—
o 'T'E-E'E;('-z’ O Efficiency: The effectiveness of the GA compared to the cost of implementing it . e
and IT-E

EQ7

AT/DE/NL/FR

L S —
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Get in touch

European Evaluation Helpdesk for the CAP
evaluation@eucapnetwork.eu
Avenue des Arts 46
Brussels, Belgium
Tel. +32 2 808 10 24

https://eu-cap-
network.ec.europa.eu/support/evaluation en
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